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FAS-930 o U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

(Proposal 4) Foreign Agricuitural Service

TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE (TAA) FOR FARMERS
PETITION FOR CERTIFICATION AND ELIGIBILITY FOR A GROUP OF PRODUCERS

NOTE: Thre following statement is made in accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 USC 552a) and the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, as amended. The authority for requesting the foltowing

information is the Trade Adjustment Assistance for Farmers, (Pub. L. 107-210). The information will be used to determine program eligibility. Fumishing the requested information is voluntary.
Failure to furnish the requested information will result in denial of program benefits. This information may be provided to other agencies.

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, an agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a colection of information unless it displa ys a valid OMB
control aumber. The valid OMB controf number for this information collection is 05571-00XX. The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 6 hours per
response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed. and completing and reviewing the collection of information
RETURN THIS COMPLETED FORM TO THE ADDRESS LISTED BELOW.

Please complete all requested information in this form and return it to the following address.

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Import Policies and Programs Division/FAS
1400 Independence Ave., S.W.

Stop 1021

Washington, DC 20250-1021

If you need assistance, telephone 202-720-2926 or e-mail
your questions to (special c-mail account to be created).

1. Name of Authorized Representative or Primary Contact 2. Name and Business Address (Including City, State, and Zip Code)
Mark D. Vinsel United Fishermen of Alaska

211 Fourth Street, Suite 110

Juneau, AK 99801

3. Telephone Number (Including Area Code)
(907) 586— 2820

4. Fax Number (Including Area Code) 5. E-Mail Address
(907) 463-2545 ufa@ufa-fish.org
6. This petition is made on behalf of the following producers: (Use separate sheet for additional producers)
A. B. o D.
Telephone No.
Name of Producers i Mailing Address. oo e == | (Including Area Code E-Mail Address

¢/o United Fishermen of Alaska

211 Fourth St., Suite 110 Juneau, AK 99801 (907) 586-2820  Jufa@ufa-fish.org

Alaska Salmon Fishermen

Alaska Salmon Fishing Crew ¢/o United Fishermen of Alaska . ) i o Giufafi
Members ) 211 Fourth St., Suite 110 Juneau, AK 99801 (907) 586-2820 | ufa@ufa-fish.org

7. COMMODITY INFORMATION:

A. Description of the raw (excludes processed) agricultural commodity: B. Commodity's Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) number
(eq., fresh raspberries) (HTS can be found at: http./www.fas.usda goviustrade/)

Pacific Salmon | - Chuin, Pink, Sockeye, and Coho Salmon (not farmed) 0302.12.00.22. 0302.12.00.32. 0302. 12.00.42’

(Onchorhynchus keta, Onchorhynchus gorbuscha, Onchorhynchus nerka, and 5 12.00.54

Onchorhynchus kisuteh) 0302.12.00.

2 and ending December 2002

C. This petition is for the most recent marketing year for the commadity beginning in January 2002
(month/year {month/year

D. Check whether the certification is to cover a commodity produced nationally or in an "impacted” area (state or states):

D National @ State(s) (list): _Alaska

The U'S Department of Agriculture (USDA) proiuts discrimunation n all s programs and activities on the basis of race. color. national ongin. gemder. rehqion. age. thsabibty. political behfs. sexual orentation
and mantal o famidy status (Not all profibited bases apply to all programs.] Persons with disabiities who require alternative means for communication of program nformation (Brauile. lurge pont. audiotape.
ete ) shoudd contact LISDA's TARGET Center at {202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD)  To file a complaint of discrimination. weite US0A. Diroctor Office of Crut Rights. Room 326 -W. Whiten Beatching, 1100
Indlepandince Aveme. SW Waskington. D C - 20250-9410 or calf (202) 770-5964 fvaice or TDD)  USDA is an equal opporturty provider and employer




FAS-930 (Proposal 4) Page 2

8. If Item 7D "National” is checked, provide the national av
marketing years. If ltem 7D "State(s)" is checked to indicate that the petition is for an im,
price for the most recent marketing year and the 5 preceding years, and specify the months being averaged if the price is for less

than 12 months (seasonal price).

(NOTE: National price data is available for many raw agricultural commodities from the Department's National Agricultural
Statistical Service {NASS) at: www.usda/gov/nass.

A B ]

Marketing Years Average Annual Price

MS‘ recent 2002 S SEEATTACHMENT B

1 Yearago: |2 Years ago: |3 Years ago’ |4 Years ago. [5 Years ago:

Provide prices for the 5 years prior to the most
recent marketing years. Beginning with the

most recent. $ j SEE APTACHMENT B $

—

se explain or attach any documents, which show how increased imports have

9. Basis for request for adjustment assistance. Plea
In your description include any other factors which

affected the national price of your product duning the most recent marketing year.
may also have contributed to lower producer prices.

SEE ATTACHMENT A

10C. DATE SIGNED

10A  SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR PQIMARY CONTACT[10B TIT'I;,

7@47‘7@/( O Vi 2

1A SIGNATURE OF FAS REPRESENTATIVE

Executive Administrator
118 ?lfLVET T o 11C DATE




Alaska Crab Coalition

UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street, Suite 110
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1172
(907) 586-2820
(907) 463-2545 Fax
E-Mail: ufa @ ufa-fish.org
www.ufa-fish.org

USDA Trade Adjustment Assistance for Farmers - Alaska Salmon Fishermen

Petition form FAS-930 - Attachment A

Response to 9) Basis for Request for Adjustment Assistance

Eligible Group
This petition covers all commercial fishermen and crew who participated in 2002 Alaska

commercial salmon fisheries. Records to determine the eligible class members are available
from the State of Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (C.F.E.C.) at (907)
789-6160, for individual fishing permit holders, and State of Alaska Department of Fish and
Game Commercial Fisheries Division at (907) 465-4210 for individual crew members.
Additional Alaska salmon fishermen and crew members not under permit from State of Alaska
can be verified through Metlakatla Indian Community, Victor Wellington, Mayor; P.O. Box 8,
Metlakatla, AK 99926 (907) 886-4441 .

Please note that members of the group may not necessarily reside in Alaska.

Crew members are licensed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Crew licenses
do not specify the species. In order to verity a share in a salmon harvest, an individual
applying for assistance as a crew member could veri fy his or her share of salmon catch
through photocopies of eligible tish tickets trom applicable salmon deliveries, and a
signed affidavit from the CFEC permit holder shown on the fish ticket verifying the
percentage share of the catch that was assigned to the crew member, with a
corresponding adjustment acknowledged in the permit holder’s share of the catch. A
sample fish ticket is included as attachment J.

Justification
All of Alaska’s salmon fishermen have been severely impacted by increased imports of salmon

in the variety forms and applicable HTS numbers under which salmon is imported. Attachment
D, areport from the FAS agricultural import commodity aggregations shows all salmon
imports in all the HTS categorics. The aggregated volume increase of all salmon imports
during the 1997 - 2001 period was over 100%.

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS
Alaska Draggers Association = Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association Alaska Trolters Association + At-sea Processors Association s Bristol Bay Reserve

Chignik Regional Aquaculture Association » Chignik Seiners Association Concemed Area "M” Fishermen » Cook Inlet Agquaculture Assaciation * Cordova District Fishermen United
Crab Rationalization and Buyback Group » Douglas Island Pink and Chum » Groundfish Forum « Kenai Peninsula Fishermen’s Association * Kodiak Regional Aquacutture Association
Kodiak Seiners Association » North Pacific Fisheries Association * Northern Southeast Regiona! Aquaculture Association * Old Harbor Fishermen's Association
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association » Prince Wiiliam Sound Aguacuiture Corporation » Purse Seine Vesse! Owners Association « Seafood Producers Cooperative

Southeast Alaska Regional Dive Fisheries Association » Southeast Alaska Seiners Association = Southern Southeast Regionat Aquaculture Association
United Cook Inlet Drift Association » United Salmon Association « Upited Southeast Alaska Gillnetters « Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen



Attachment D shows 43 specific HTS numbers under which salmon is imported into the US.
Thedﬂneﬂa%ddeax@ﬂmnsand}{TSnumbem(ﬁ%heconmmﬁnghnpon;nodudsanx

SAL AT FM: F F/C
SALMN,ATL,FARM
SALMON ATL FL/FZ
OTH SALM FIL FZ
SALM,CHNK,FARM
PK SLMN N/OIL,CN
ATLANTIC SALMON
P/A/D/ SALMON SM
SAL OTH FIL F/C
CHUM,DOG
SALMON,CHUM
CHINOOK,KING
SALMON,OTHER
SALM,COHO/SLV,FM
SALMON,WHOLE,NES
SLMN NES,CN/NOIL
SALMN,ATL,NFARM
SALMON,PINK

SAL AT NEM F F/C
SALMON,SOCKEYE
PINK,HUMPIE
COHO, SILVER
SALM,CHNK NFARM
SOCKEYE, RED
SALM,COHO/SLV NF
SAL OTHER

PACIF SALMON,OTHER
OTHER SALMON
SALMONIDAE,FR/CH
SCKY SLMN N/O CD
SALMON ROE,D/S/S
SALMON SLT/DR/SM
SALMON ROE, FROZ
SAL PINK HUMPIE
CHINOOK,KING
CHUM

PINK HUMPIE
SOCKEYE, RED
COHO, SILVER
PACIF SALMON,OTHER
SALMON ATL F F/C
SALMON OTH FL FC
CHUM,NT/OIL.CAND

304104093
302120003
304206006
304206008
302120013
1604114020
303220000
305410000
304104096
303190022
302120022
303190012
302120062
302120053
1604114050
1604114040
302120004
302120032
304104094
302120042
303190032
303190052
302120014
303110000
302120054
1604112090
303190062
303290000
302190000
1604114030
305204020
305694000
303804040
1604112020
303100012
303100022
303100032
303100042
303100052
303100062
304104091
304104092
1604114010

(S



The Pacific salmon species - Chinook, Chum, Pink, Sockeye, and Coho Salmon
(Onchorhynchus Tschawytscha, Onchorhynchus keta, Onchorhynchus gorbuscha,
Onchorhynchus nerka, and Onchorhynchus kisutch — H.T. S. numbers 0302.12. 14,
0302.12.22, 0302.12.32, 0302.12.42, 0302.12.54, respectively) and imported salmon of
the H.T.S numbers referenced above, are “like products” and “directly compete” with one
another in the domestic marketplace.

Imports of salmon have impacted the domestic market prices for all Pacific salmon species,
with prices to Alaska fishermen dropping precipitously as imports rose dramatically between
1997 and 2002. Imports of salmon increased from 83,510 metric tons in 1997 to 213,542
metric tons 2002 according to the Foreign Agricultural Service. (See Attachment D). During
this period Alaska salmon statewide wei ghted average (total value divided by total volume
combined for all species) dropped from $0.47 per Ib. to $0.26 per Ib. A chart illustrating these
concurrent trends is included as Attachment E.

Conclusive evidence that the increase of imported salmon contributed importantly to the price
decline to Alaska salmon fishermen is illustrated by the longer term correlation, shown in
Attachment F. According to economist Phil Lansing, Senior Fellow in Economics at the
Institute for Agricultural and Trade Policy, over three-fourths of change in price may be
explained by change in import volume (See attachment F).

According to State of Alaska comments on Chile Free Trade Agreement (Attachment G)
(http://www.dced.state.ak.us/'cbd/seatbod/pub/soacomments.pdf ),

“The huge supply of imported Chilean farm salmon into the United States has a direct and
devastating eftect on salmon fishermen”. (Attachment G. p.3)

Regarding the impact of product forms other than whole fish on the Alaska salmon prices,
“The volume-related price drop of Chilean fillets in the US marketplace has preempted
profitable and viable participation by Alaska salmon producers of consumer-ready fresh fillets
(Attachment G p.8).

Alaska salmon of Chinook, Pink, Chum, Sockeye and Coho species are generally delivered by

the producers (fishermen) to processors in the raw or natural state. HTS numbers referenced in
section 7B of the petition refer to the HTS numbers of Alaska’s salmon varieties in this product
form as it is generally delivered.

Other factors that may have intfluenced salmon prices to Alaska fishermen are the decline of
the Japanese economy and the world economy, and increased volumes of foreign farmed
salmon in world markets.

Note on Salmon Price Data

NASS price data is not available for Pacific salmon spectes. The source of Alaska statewide
salmon price data that is considered to be most accurate is the final yearly tigures based on the
Commercial Operator’s Annual Reports (COAR) and available from the Alaska Department of

|8



Fish and Game. The yearly prices by species in response to item 8B (Attachment B) is from
COAR data provided by Sheila Martin at the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (907) 465-
6131 (Attachment C). This data for years 1997 through 2001 is published by ADF&G on the
internet at:

http://'www.cf.adfg state.ak.us/geninfo/FINFIS H/SALMON/CATCHVAL/BLUSHEET/84-
02exvl.pdf (Attachment H). Note that the 2002 prices in Attachment H are not from final
COAR data; they are from preliminary data, as the ADF&G has not yet updated the published
document with the 2002 prices. We obtained updated COAR data for 2002 from Sheila
Martin, used in the statewide averages by species in petition item # 8B (Attachment B), and
have included the Excel spreadsheets of the full data for all regions as attachment I.

For purpose of loss calculation, due to the regional differences evident in attachment [, in the
alternative to statewide average prices, the Department of Agriculture, if possible in their
implementation of the program, should consider using COAR price information based on

regional data.

For additional information concerning this petition, please contact United Fishermen of Alaska
at (907) 586-2820.
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USDA Trade Adjustment Assistance for Farmers — Alaska Salmon Fishermen

ATTACHMENT C

Source data for Item 8B — Alaska Salmon Prices 1997 - 2002

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title: Statewide Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002

For: Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw uUcCiba

Contact: Sheila Martin; 907-465-6131: sheita_martin@fishgame state.ak.us

Data Source: COAR Database; Run 08/28/03

- Year | Area | Species | Average Exvessel $/Ib

1997 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.59
1998 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.28
1999 Statewide  salmon, chinook $2.30
2000 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.95
2001 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.71
2002 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.30
1997 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.25
1998 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.19
1999 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.21
2000 Statewide salmon, chum $0.27
2001 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.34
2002 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.18
1997 Statewide  salmon. coho $0.78
1998 Statewide  salmon, coho $0.57
1999 Statewide  salmon, coho 3083
2000 Statewide  salmon, coho $0.56
2001 Statewide  salmon, coho _..%$0.48
2002 - Statewide salmon, coho $0.35
1997 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.15
1998 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.16
1999 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.16
2000 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.15
2001 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.13
2002 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.10
1997 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $0.98
1998 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $1.23
1999 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $1.02
2000 Statewide salmon, sockeye $0.79
2001 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $0.58

2002 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $0.61



U.S. Trade Statistics

http://www_tus. usda.gov/ustrdscripts,

August 29, 2003

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE
FAS ACRICULTURAL IMPORT COMMODITY AGGREGATIONS

Attachment D — Tota| Salmon Import Volume 1996 - 2002

AREA/COUNTRIES OF ORIGIN
AND COMMODITIES IMPORTED

CUMULATIVE TO DATE QUANTITIES
JANUARY - DECEMBER

GENERAL IMPORTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
SRR % % i % i
WORLD TOTAL SAL AT FM; F F/C 0304104093 MT 0.0 0.0 36,064.2 46,068.6 58,100.8 83,204.6 93657.4
SALMNATL FARM 0302120003 MT 393166 44,2475 482724 514222 53,6196 59.740.6 67.143.
SALMON ATL FL/FZ 0304206006 MT 18906 31883 52648 68911 97i(96 14,9393 227360
OTH SALMFIL FZ 0304206008 MT | .687.0 3,136.9 39459 36396 30660 29464 43700
SALM,CHNK,FARM 0302120013 MT 6,5995 41802 43180 31150 25864 27594 34916
PK SLMN N/OIL,.CN 1604114020 MT 2103 1809 1445 3325 11774 20075 3,106.6
ATLANTIC SALMON  §303220000 MT 29702 35910 33769 43726 48418 33086 3,009.1
P/A/D/ SALMON $M 6305410000 MT - 8803 113967 9739 15424 18335 22575 28844
SAL OTH FIL F/IC 0304164096 MT 0.0 0.0 43257 15979 1144 16144 24769
CHUM,DOG 0303190022 MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11,9433
SALMON,CHUM 9302120022 MT 3,812} 32440 40130 23331 L505.6 - 750614859
CHINOOK,KING 0303190012 MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11579
SALMON,OTHER 0302120062 MIT 7.698.0 71874 28175 37837 1991 2 15567 11,1394
SALM,COHO/SLV.FM 0302120053 MT ~ 4099 5489 7977 331.9 4417 850.6 785.9
SALMON,WHOLE,NES 1604114050 MT 2256 2423 3275 489.7 656.0 4235 661.0
SLMN NES,CN/NOIL 1604114040 MT 601.6 881 1018 1385 1591 308.6 585.0
SALMNATLNFARM 0302120004 MT 5943 3251 3949 566.0 5239 406.2 479.9
SALMON,PINK 0302120032 MT 933 4194 127.0 237.0 97.6 39.8 404.]
SAL AT NFM F FIC 08304104094 MT 0.0 00 14918 343 4.407.3 408.2 2393
SALMON,SOCKEYE 0302120042 MT 2754 9283 226.7 955 126.0 120.7 2542
PINK.HUMPIE 0303190032 MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 248.9
COHO, SILVER 0303190052 MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2415
SALM,CHNK,NFARM 0302120014 MT 179.5 236.4 2945 1i9.7 107.8 13110 2326
SOCKEYE, RED 0303110600 MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1429
SALM,COHO/SLV,NF 0302120054 MIT 173.8 2003 63.1 77.6 18.9 83.4 1332
SAL OTHER 1604112096 MT 0.3 37 0.0 7.4 328 623 1233
PACIF SALMON,OTH 0303190062 MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1226
OTHER SALMON 0303290000 MT 38.8 179.0 5065 585.2 87.4 42.6 98.0
SALMONIDAE.FR/ICH 0302190000 MT 171.0 186.0 1882 9.0 4.4 53.0 374
SCKY SLMN N/O CD 1604114030 MT 40 427 265 59.4 27.4 106.8 389
SALMON ROE,/S/S 0305204020 MT 42 6.9 753 493 HT7Y 513 329
SALMON SLT/DR/SM 0305694000 MT 37.2 3.3 7.7 5.1 34.9 236 19.9
SALMON ROE, FROZ 0303804046 mT 26.2 20 38.7 74 7.4 283 8.4
SAL PINK HUMPIE 1604112020 MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 2126 19.9 14
CHINOOK,KING 0303100012 MT 168.2 2099 2720 3633 254.0 69.4 0.0
CHUM 0303100022 MY 13765 69670 24290 22056 12709 10574 0.0
PINK HUNIPIE 0303100032 MT 2340 4113 77.7 3325 6983 3 0.0
SOCKEYE, RED 0303100042 MT 49.6 1690 873 491 1229 137.4 0.0
COHO, SILVER 0303100052 MT 2340 1164 22949 6310 1149 1475 0.0
PACIF SALMON,OTH 0303100062 MT 798 4504 2002 1629 H10.2 38.0 0.0
SALMON ATL F F/C 0304104091 MT 129380 233337 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
SALMONOTH FLFC 0304104092 MT 5293 7399 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
1604114010 MT 00 0.0 0.3 161 478 0.0 0.0

CHUMNT/OIL.CAND

TOTAL

MT 835100 16359307 121.627.5 132.048.3 150,275.2

Data Source: Department of Commerce, US. Census Bureau, Fm’cign Trade Statistics

Note: Al zeroes for a data item may show that statistics exist in the other import type. Consumption or General,
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USDA Trade Adjustment Assistance for Farmers — Alaska Salmon Fishermen

ATTACHMENT E

U.S. Salmon Imports,
| Alaska Ex-vessel Salmon Price |
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Weighted average is calculated as the total Alaska statewide ex-vessel value divided by
the total volume in Ibs., combined for all salmon species.

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game



USDA Trade Adjustment Assistance for Farmers — Alaska Salmon F ishermen

ATTACHMENT F

Salmon Imports and Ex-Vessel Prices.

S - U.S, Dept. C ce & AK Dept. Fish & Game
Institute for Agriculture and Trade Poticy
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—=—Five Saimon Species AK Average Price (200385)  —e— Foediot ot (Fammed) Salmon Imponts/KG
’ —— Linear (Feediot (Farmed) Salmon Imports/KG) ~—-— Linear (Five Salmon Species AK Average Price (20033%s)),

Salmon Imports and Ex-vessel Prices - Notes on the Chart

The attached chart illustrates increased imports of feedlot (farm) salmon into the U.S. and
decreasing ex-vessel prices for capture salmon in Alaska. The statistical correlation
between increasing imports and decreasing ex-vessel prices over the 14-year period is -
.88. The r-squared value is .78. This is a robust correlation. While they should not be
confused with a price model, these results plainly show the strong link between changes
in import volume and domestic price. Over three fourths of change in price may be
explained by change in import volume. The two black linear trend lines on the chart
illustrate plainly the inverse relationship between imports and price.



Salmon import data was obtained from the U.S. Department of Commerce Economics
and Statistics Administration, U.S. Census Bureau: U.S. Imports History, Historical
Summaries 1989-2002.

To obtain annual feedlot salmon imports the following HS commodity categories were
summed: #0303220040 Atlantic and Danube Salmon, F rozen, Neso1. #030212003
Atlantic Salmon Farmed Fresh, #0302120013 Chinook (King) Salmon Farmed Fresh,
#0302120053 Coho (Silver) Salmon Farmed Fresh. A continuing analysis might find an
even stronger correlation with dockside prices if the relatively small volumes of frozen
imports are excluded.

Domestic capture salmon prices were obtained from the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game: Salmon Ex-vessel Price per Pound. Time Series by Species. Statewide averages
for five species: Chinook, Chum, Coho, Pink and Sockeye were averaged to find an
overall average price series. This series was converted to June 2003 real dollars using:
The Consumer Price Index, All Urban Consumers, Seasonally Adjusted, 1982-84=100,
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. It is worth noting that use of
average prices in this analysis tends to overstate the importance of higher-value, lower-
volume Kings relative to low-value, high-volume Pinks. A more accurate picture of
fishing income change could be obtained by combining dockside prices with volumes,
but catch data does not appear to be available in that form.

For additional information on this chart and analysis contact:
Philip S. Lansing, MAoxon

Senior Fellow in Economics

Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy

208.333.1919

pslansing@AOL.com



USDA Trade Adjustment Assistance for Farmers — Alaska Salmon Fishermen

ATTACHMENT G

Report to the Office of the Secretary
United States International Trade Commission

State of Alaska Comments on:

U.S. — Chile Free Trade Agreement: Potential Economy Wide
and Selected Sectoral Effects

Investigation 332-434

The proposed Free Trade Agreement (FTA) between the United Srates and Chile may
exacerbate the economic and social demise of Alaska’s coastal communities and dislocate an
entire US industry composed of over 10,000 private businesses. Furthermore, it will remove
an important nutritional food choice, wild Alaska salmon, from the American consumer.

For the past three years, the Alaska salmon industry has encountered significant difticulties
moving product into the domestic market. US producers are finding orders reduced or
severed altogether. The industry is competing directly with a low-cost, farmed salmon from
Chile. After providing a policy background descnbing the State of Alaska’s position
regarding the FTA, this paper reviews the quantitative darta regarding the current situation
and the potential effect of a FTA with Chile. The paper will also provide qualitative
information, in part from testimonials of Alaskan processors, regarding the impact of the
glut of cheap, imported farmed salmon into the US.

Policy Background

The State of Alaska is strongly committed to free trade. The Stare recognizes that free trade
strengthens economies and leads to increased political stability on an international level. In
our state, Infernational trade is very timportant to the health of Alaska’s economy, with
seatood being Alaska’s number one export. The Alaska seafood industry, and therefore
trade opportunites, is of critical significance to Alaska’s rural economies, Native Alaskan
communitics, and the state as a whole.

But tree trade means more than reducing tariffs to zero, and more than reversing non-taritf
barriers. [t also means creating an equal playing field between two nations in terms of
cnvironmental, labor and other relevant regulatons. Regulatory comphliance is expensive, as
every Alaska tisher can testifv. Regulations add costs to every step ot the fishing process
trom record keeping to monitoring, from the design ot facilities to limitations on harvests.
When regulatory requirements of one nation far exceed those ot another, free rrade is nor
obtained by simply eliminatng raritfs or other rade barriers,

The opposite is created: free trade is distorred and what results s an invisible system of
subsidization where the narion with lower regulatory scandards subsidizes their producers by
notrequiring them to meet what we in the Unired States view as essenual enviroamental and
labor standards. Under such circumstance, which well describes the competirion between
Alaskan and Chitean salmon., reade is not free; s subsidized. Arnerican fishers and
processorsarc ata government-entorced disadvanrage.
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Governor Tony Knowles’ letters to Ambassador Zoellick, US Trade Representative sent in
January and February of this year, followed by the testimony delivered by the State of Alaska
in April to the International Trade Commission, pointed out that there are significant costs
of production required to be internalized by Alaska salmon producers, with no or little
comparable requirements on Chilcan farmed salmon producers. This allows Chilean salmon
to be marketed in the U.S. at much lower, subsidized, prices. The Governor wrote that the
State of Alaska was asking that the USTR seek, through the FTA, a level playing tield
between Alaska and Chilean salmon producers regarding compliance with and enforcement
of environmental and other pertinent regulations. (Please sce the State of Alaska’s
Testimouny of the State of Alaska Regarding the U.S.-Chile Free Trade Agreement: Advice
Concerning Probable Economic Effect Investigation No. 332-430)

The large number of state and federal salmon production requirements and resulting costs
borne by the wild salmon industry in Alaska must be recognized. Detailed in the State’s
written testimony, they regulate:

¢ Fishery management

¢ Processing operations

¢ Waste management, air quality and other environmental impacts of processing
¢ \Worker and industry safety

*

Taxation

The State of Alaska has identified forty different sets of federal and state requirements with
which Alaska salmon producers must comply.

A clear example is that Alaska is mandated by its state constitution and federal laws to
manage its tisheries in a sustainable manner. As a result, Alaska utilizes a world-class
fisheries management system that has earned the first-ever certification by the Marine
Stewardship Council as a sustainable fishery.

Providing this level of sustainable resource managerment creates signiticant costs for Alaska
salmon producers. There are operating restrictions caused by limited fishing scasons, narrow
hours of the day for fishing during those seasons, and quotas for how much fish can be
harvested. These constraints require fishermen and processors to delay harvesting and
processing operations. Yet they must still pay their boat crews, processing workers and
other statf; must meet all regulatory requirements and made permit, fee and tax payments;
and must maintain state-of-the-art processing facilities located in highly remote areas of

Alaska.

In contrast, the Chilean aquaculture industry has not been required by the Chilean
covernment to address the same environmental impacts as are occurring in other fish
farming nations, and internalize the costs of doing so. Rather, the Chilean government 1s
reported to be promulgaring regulations that will speed up the growth rate of the aquaculture

industry by shortening the license application process.

Itis untair and of huge economic and social consequence to Alaska it the proposed U.S.-
Chile Free Trade Agrecment does not address this inequity — that in Alaska, environmental
and other regulatory costs are retlected in the price of its salmon but in Chile, where there
are sertous environmental impacts caused by the salmon tarming industry, the price of
Chilean salmon in the U.S. does not include those or other regulatony costs. Without a
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leveling of this playing field, the Chilean salmon industry will continue to provide salmon
products, including organic salmon as is forecast, at record low prices to the US market and
prevent viable Alaska salmon producer participation.

This will put additional pressure on salmon processors to curtail and close operations in
remote Alaska Native communities which are economically, socially, and culturally reliant on
salmon harvesting and processing.

[f the intent of the proposed trade agreement with Chile is to foster free trade while meeting
USTR’s responsibility to ““...promote the rule of law and defend the rights of U.S. workers,
tarmers and businesses...” (Mission of the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, as
indicated on the agency’s website) only one action within the FTA is possible: ensure that
Chile 1s meeting its obligation to erase the “invisible” subsidization of Chilean salmon. To
say that since there are no tariffs on imported salmon from Chile and not have the FTA
address the invisible subsidization issue, is to shift to Chile, a foreign country, the
responsibility delegated to the U.S. Trade Representative to “promote the rule of law and
defend the rights of U.S. workers” and businesses. That is not the best way to promote free
and unsubsidized trade.

At the time that the Draft Environmental Review (DER) was published in November 2001,
the United States had not tabled text for the FTA regarding labor or other environmental
obligations. Both Parties were said to be carefully constdering how these issues could be best
addressed in the context of the FTA.” (IV. Regulatory Review of the Draft Environmental
Review, page 46). However, despite being close to the conclusion of the negotiations, the
DER did not give alternative positions the U.S. is considering “in which the potential trade
agreement can complement U.S. environmental objectives” (ER Guidelines — General
Principles). The DER also did not identify approaches for achteving environmental benefits.
There was nothing in the current DER allowing public review of this very important issue
arena; an arena which the State of Alaska ofticially put on the table during the scoping
process.

The State ot Alaska is not asking for placing tariffs on the Chilean salmon ImMports as a way
of addressing the tremendous volumes coming into U.S. markets. Instead, it is asking tor a
level playing tield of production costs, and the State is pointing to leveling the playing field
in the environmental area - in terms both of regulations and enforcement, as the best place
to begin. Theretore, the State’s review of the environmental portion of the U.S.-Chile FTA
must be a key aspect of the FTA process, as indicated in the Guidelines of an Environmental
Review. Without the opportunity for the State ot Alaska to see and comment on the
proposed environmental obligations within the FTA, the State cannot be assured that the
rights ot Alaska seafood harvesters and processors are being defended, as is the mission of
the USTR and supported by the purpose of an Environmental Review (mandated by
bxecutive Order 13141).

Quantitative Analysis of United States-Chile Free Trade Agreement
The huge supply of imported Chilean farm salmon into the United States has a direct and
devastating cftect on salmon fishermen, processors and coastal communites of Alaska.
Marker data shows that low cost production standards in Chile result in lower prices of
salmon in the US marker. Purther, the Chilean farmed salmon industry is capable of mass
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producing high-value products at a rate beyond the existing capacity of the Alaska’s industry
and 1n excess ot market demand. The continued and increased importation of cheap,
farmed salmon, will eventually decimate an already crippled US industry. A free trade
agreement that does not address the existing imbalance between the two competing
industries is inadequate.

Alaska Salmon Industry Structure

The Alaska salmon industry is a resource extraction industry coupled with great distances to
markets and thousands of potential buyers. As such, there are several layers of participants.
The duties of these participants in bringing these wholesome and natural products to the

American consumer are as follows:

» Harvester 'The harvester, or fishermen, works on the water to extract the salmon
from the ocean. The harvester handles the fish uatil it is delivered to a tender, or
processor. In 1995, 9859 salmon fishermen earned $485 million. In 2000, there
were 8,590 fishermen who witnessed their earnings fall to $276 million. That
earnings value fell to just over $200 million in 2001,

» Tender: Vessels positioned in remote fishing grounds that take fish from fishermen
and ship them to processing facilities. In 2000, there were over 1,200 tender/packer
vessels registered with the State of Alaska.

» Processors: Operations that process the fish. Processing can include removing the
head and entrails (head and gutting), canning, tiller production, roe recovery, etc.
Much of the processing that occurs in Alaska is called primary processing.
Secondary processing products include fillets, smoked, and other creative products.
Secondary processing occurs in Alaska, Washington and other stages of the
distribution chain. In 2000, there were an estimated 250 large or small canning or
processing operations registered with the State of Alaska. There is also a signiticant
amount of processing capacity in Washington State.

# Distributor: Operations that moves the fish from the processor to the retail outlet

or food service buyer.

# Retail Store: Outlets that sells product directly to the consumer for end use in the

home.

# Food service: Includes restaurants, insticutions, cafeterias and other, which prepare

food tor consumption at that location.

» Broker: Intermediarics that assist in moving product o the marketr.
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In the Alaska salmon industry, the harvester most often absorbs lower prices charged to the
end consumer. Costs associated with all phases of operations, energy, fuel, insurance, labor,
cte., tor any of the participants, are relatively stable, other then to increase with inflation or

Alaska Salmon
1990 - 2000 Difference in Wholesale v. Ex-Vessel
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changes with unrelated global tactors. The cost that can adjust with the least amount of
resistance 1s the cost of the raw material. The cost of raw material, or fish, is reflected in the
ex-vessel value' paid to the harvester by the processor. Figure 1 provides a graph with the
statewide ex-vesscl value in comparison with the wholesale value® for each year. Trend lines
demonstrate the downward pressure for both values. The mark-up value tor a wholesaler
(processor in our eatlier description) is consistent from year to year, falling under a range of
175 - 250%. This demonstrates most of the impact from changing market prices for salmon
1s absorbed by the harvester.

One factor that affects overall carnings as listed in Figure s the total harvest of salmon,
which can vary signiticantly from region to region each year. Until 1998, salmon was price
elastic, meaning that tluctuation in supply changed price conversely. Flowever, as farmed
salmon production outpaces Alaska wild salmon production and began MOvVINg massive
amounts ot product to the market in forms beyond the capacity of Alaska’s industry, the

price of Alaska salmon became inelastic.

"Exvessal value means the dollar pov pound that a barvester receiv s tron the tendur/processor. Taken in s enovery, 1 retleers the vross

warnings tor the harvester secror.

"W holesale value danoces the o varings of rhe ¢ mparies thao o purchase sabnon from the hanvesters. The value retioors
carmngs for the xabmon product i whatever stge of processiog e imight base been when i ete the miral processor’s ownersbip,
2.
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As Figure 1 indicates, money paid to fishermen in Alaska has fallen considerably. When the
ex-vessel value falls below a break-even point for a harvest operation, that operation can no
longer continue operating. When the harvesting sector is no longer able to harvest at a
protit, entire product lines will be removed and the associated businesses and industries will
be adversely impacted.

Statewide

$250 - Average Salmon Price By Species

X
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Figure 2. Statewide prices for salmon by specics.
This attridon of harvesters is already occurring. Figure 2 demonstrates the starewide average
price per pound for each species. All species, less chum salmon with its increased value
from a strong roe market, are undergoing strong downward pressure. In the more remote
Western Alaska, the prices are lower than under Figure 2. In these salmon dependent
regions, the price is often too low for harvesters to breakeven. In 2001, the Bristol Bay ex-
vessel price tor sockeye was $.40/1b. Most harvesters did not make any money.

Like any other business with multiple product lines, seatood harvesters and processors
typically have a stake in several different commercial fisheries. Spreading investment and risk
over multiple species decreases financial risk associated with normal fluctuatons in stocks
and market prices. A multi-species operation also realizes synergistic benefits that enable
operators to participate 1n tisheries that would not otherwise be viable.

Salmon is an important component of most Alaska processors” and harvesters’ porttolio of
operations. The combination of declining export markets and lack of access to domestic
markets not only creates hardship for salmon fisheries but also decreases the viabiliry of
multi-species operators.

In remote areas of the state, salmon provides the necessary scale of operation to support a
processing plant. Residents then have a buyer for other species such as herring, halibut, cod
and crab. It salmon becomes an unviable proposition, the plant must close and there will be
no buver tor any commercial-harvest seatood in the arca, This is particularly acurte in rural
Alaska, where the vast majority of communities have no road access. The cost of air treight
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is prohibitive and the only viable solution to cost-effective market access is by bulk

shipment, such as a barge.

Alaska Salmon Production
Alaska salmon hits the market in many product forms. There are five distinct species of

salmon that tend to find different markets. Table 1 provides the specics and the most

common pl’()dUCt forms.

Table 1 Product Forms (Markets)
Headed and
Species Whole Dressed gutted Canned | Fillet/steaks

Chinook (kiﬂg) Canada, Japan, US, | Canada, Japan, Canada, Japan, US, Canada, US, us

Europe US, Curope Europe Europe
Coho (Silver) Japan, Canada, Japan, Canada, Japan, Canada, Not common | US

Europe, US Europe, US Europe, US
Sockcyc (er) Japan, US, Canada | Japan, US, Japan, US, Canada Canada, us

Canada Europe, US

Chum (d()g) Canada, Japan, US, Canada, Japan, Canada, Japan, US, Europe, LS

Europe

US, Europe

Europe

China, US

Pinks (humpy)

Canada, Europe,

us

Canada, Europe,
LS

Canada, Europe, US

Canada,
Europe, US

Not common

L. \Whole — fresh or frozen in its cntirety

2. Dressed ~ internal organs are removed. Flead remains.

3. Headed and gutted — Flead and internal organs are removed.

4. Canned - Flesh oaly, or with skin and bone, are canned

Chilean Imports
Chilean imports ot fresh and frozen farmed Atlantic salmon are flooding the US market. As
depicted by Figure 3, the sheer volume of Chilean tmports into the US has increased nearly
every year since 1994, An important point captured by Figure 4 is the changing composite

of imports from dressed/head and gut form to fillet form. In 1991, the percentage of

Chilean tarmed salmon imports in the dressed form was essentially 100%. As of 2000, that

5. biller/secaks - tishos processed 1o a fillet porton. Skin and bone may or may not be included.

AL

number fell to 9%. While the percentace of fillet into the country was 4% in 1994 it is now
P g )

well over 90%. Fillets arc entirely edible products and approximately 4

20/
7t

y of the whole fish.

It the numbers for fillets are converted into a dressed fish cquivalent, the rate of imports ts

cven more dramatic.

As import increases have added overwhelmingly to supply, the price commanded by Chilean

imports has dropped significantly. According to the Urner-Barry Seafood Price-Current, on

December 2001, the FOB Seattle price tor a Chilean farmed raised, Atlantc salmon fresh,

skin-on, pin bone out tillet was $1.90. In contrast, in December 2000, the price was $2.80).

According to other reports, Chilean salmon and rrour exports to all countries grew by 539

in the first quarrer this vear over last vear's fiest quarter. However, the price gained 1
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exports dropped significantly at the same time, with export value increasing just 3%.
Expanded sales to Europe (by approximately 38 percent) and to the U.S. market (by
approximately 24 percent) accounted for Chile’s increase in these first quarter export

numbers.

Chilean Imports
1990 - 2001 Kilos and Value
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Figure 3

The volume-related price drop of Chilean fillets in the U.S. marketplace has preempted
profitable and viable participation by Alaska salmon producers of consumer-ready fresh
tillers. The uming of salmon imports, particularly imports from Chile, has emerged as an
issuc of concern for the Alaska salmon industry. During the last two years, an “import
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Price of Chilean Imports to US
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spike” has developed during third quarter. This is of concern to Alaska producers because
third quarter is the only quarter during which large quantities of Alaska salmon are available
as fresh product. Since timing of wild salmon harvest is beyond the control of producers and
fresh salmon has an absolute maximum shelf life of 12 days, altering date of entry to the
market is simply not an option for wild producers

Alaska salmon producers are finding intense price competition from Chilean salmon that
essentially pre-empts large scale participation in the U.S. market. Foreign salmon producers
appear to be having much the same difficulty. U.S. salmon imports have increased by more
than one-third since 1999. Chile, Canada, Iceland, Norway and the United Kingdom account
tor over 95 percent ot imports. Yet Chile is the only one of these five to have made
substantial gains in export volume to the U.S. during that period. Imports of Chilean
salmon to the U.S. increased 50 percent berween 1999 and 2000. Canadian salmon imports
grew three percent. Volume from Iceland, Norway and the UK declined. Chilean salmon
imports comprised 43 percent of the 2000 total.

Comparing the first three quarters of 1999 to the first three quatters of 2001 shows U.S.
imports of Chilean salmon grew 108 percent while import growth from all other sources
combined was six percent. Norway, [eeland and the UK all decreased export volume to the
U.S. during the period and their collective share of the market dropped trom 19 percent to
nine percent. September 2001 is the most recent data available at this writing. Chilean
salmon imports comprise 49 percent of the vear-to-date rotal.

Lt s significant thar Canada has lost market share to Chile during a period of srrong growth
in the U.S. market. Chile and Canada are the principal suppliers of U.S. salmon IMports.
Both countries enjoy the production etficiencies of large-scale operations, but Canada has a
major compenitive advantage in shipping to the U.S. Canadian product can be rrucked to
major LS. population centers in a mateer ot hours. Chilean product must be transshipped to
Santiago, travel 4,000 mites by air to Miami, then be rransshipped to destination cities within
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the U.S. - up to 2,700 additional miles to Seattle, WA. Yet, Chilean fillets are priced are
priced 25 cents per pound below BC Canada fillets FOB Seattle as of December 2001.

Chilean producers’ ability to under-price Canadian product bespeaks a competitive
advantage that transcends the “farmed versus wild” debate. Despite all the logistical,
planning and related efficiency benefits that accrue to large-scale salmon farmers and a
shipping-cost advantage, Canada is still losing U.S. market share to Chile — as are all other
signiticant suppliers of the U.S. imported salmon market.

Alaska salmon is committed to compete with Chilean and other sources of salmon supply to
the U.S. markerplace. However, this becomes highly problematic when increasing volumes
of Chilean imports depress prices yet Alaskan costs of production remain far higher than
those experienced by Chilean salmon farmers and processors for the reasons stated above.

Alaska Salmon Ex-Vessel Earnings = ook
1994 - 2001 0 Chum
$350,000 0 Coho
0 Pink
$300,000 @ Sockeye
$250,000
=
o
S $200,000 -
2
5 $150,000 I
: ]
[=)
$100,000 1 B _ _ -~ ,
o WI il Aad s
$- v T T
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 - 1999 ---2000 - 2001*
Figure 6

Overview of Alaska Salmon Markets

The Alaska salmon industry sells a significant portion of its product to export markets,
particularly Japan, Canada and the United Kingdom. The main species to these markets is
sockeye salmon. Sockeye is the second most abundant species of all Alaska salmon and by
far the greatest revenue producer. Figure 6 demonstrates the vast difference in earnings ot
sockeye compared to the orher species. It also demonstrates the dechining value of sockeve.

For many years, sockeye production was mainly trozen head and gut or dressed for the
Japanese market, or in the can for the Canadian or Furopean market. With the blossoming
of tarmed salmon in the 1990s, and particularly with the development of the Chilean
industry, farmed salmon imports into Japan and Europe grew at incredible rates. In
contrast, Alaska market share dramatically declined due to lower price tarmed salmon
imports in Japan and the collapse of the Japanese cconomy. bigure 7 demonstrates the
imports of all salmon and trout into Japan from 1992 through 2000, The data demonstrates
that sockeye purchases fell more than 50% during that time, despite increased CONSUMPLON

Page 10



State of Alaska Comments on US-Chile Free Trade Agreement: Invesugation 332-434
Submitted to the United States International I'rade Commission December 12, 2001

of salmon and trout in Japan. This information is supported by export data provided on
Figure 8, which compares sockeye head and gut exports against total sockeye harvests.
From 1994 through 2000, the percentage of sockeye harvested that went to the Japanese
market declined from 61% to 38%.

Japanese Salmon Imports, M ay-April
300,000 7 { . i cy e H
250,000 = T
=I=INEIEEiES
200,000 L] i & - T B Frozen Atlantig
z E B Fresh Atlantic
g — — O3 Frozen trout
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| — - 3 Froven socke
100,000 4 Frozen sockeye
50,000 1] | B
0 = ?
7 1 g g 5 ] 2 3 s
A 2 3 4 2 5 % % 3
2 g 8 g g 3 g 3 3

Figure 7. The bottom bar s Alaska sockeve salmon. [t has tallen from 100,000 metac tones in the 1992 -03 selling vear to 50 000 in 2006)-
2001 All other Alaska salmon fits into the category “Other wild™ just above. The rest of the salmon or trout shown is farmed salmon. Data
trom Insorute of Social and Economic Rescarch, Universiny of Alaska-Anchorage.

With dwindling Japanese markets, rraditional processors shifted production into the can
market. Unfortunately, demand for canned sockeye is not growing and this creates a glut of
this product form on the market. Increased inventories of frozen and canned sockeye lead
to increased costs for the processors. With increased inventory costs, along with declining
orders of salmon and/or having to match the price of farmed salmon, the value to

harvesters tell considerably.

With the decline in these
traditional markets,
sockeye salmon

producers have been

working on devcloping 1994 291,900,000 179,027,041 61%
the US market and 1995 350,490,000 191,130,189 55%
higher valued products, 1996 310,450,000 166,881,256 54%
The aumber of Beme 1997 —- -~ 188,560,000 - - - 108,014412 - 57%
that are processing high 1998 127,950,000 59,166,845 46%

& e 1999 247,410,000 93,988,326 38%
value salmon producrs 2000 206,350,000 79,385,474 38%
increased while the “Japan market in excess of 90% of this total each year.
number ot processors

Frure 8 highliches the dechine in the fapanese marker tor Alaska sockeve

selling primary
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%o change: in Companies Processing %o change in Comparies Processing Flles (any % change in Pounds of Flets (ary

Species Dressed/H&G, 1990 - 1999 tomn), 1990 - 1999 form), 1990 - 1999
Sockeye 6% 6% (516%

Chinook -12% 6X 184%

Coho -16% ELLA S5

Chuers 32% 343% 2124%,

Pinks 57 175% G657V

Table 2

processed products generally declined. Table 2 shows the decrease in companies selling
salmon in the more basic product forms (dressed for 1990 and head & gut for 1999), the
increase in firms processing fillets, and the percentage change in the pounds of fillets from
those processors. It is important to note that these processor figures do not include
secondary processors who may have purchased a fish whole or dressed and turther
processed it into smoked, fillet or some other innovative product forms.

While sockeye is beginning to make attempts to move into the US market, it will find
increasing resistance from low price farmed salmon. Data demonstrates that the other key
species, chinook, coho and chum, have long held markets in the US. Preliminary estimates
show for certain species, upwards of 50% or more of the total production went into the US
market.” This information, coupled with data that shows increases in processors and total
value-added production, demonstrates thar the Alaska salmon industry is working to match
the products that Chile is currently flooding in the US market.

Chinook Cdo Chun
Estimate Estimated Estimated
COAR Bpoted  dUS % of QOAR Exported us Yo of Exported usS % of
14 79N07 763235 3B 44 5351015 2637446 271%B 51% 6771299 3140188 3631 54%
196 1050472 797559 259 4% 3697469 2471042 12264 3% 10118334 3404189 67,141 6%
1956 738981 447165 2918 34 2796448 1687700 11087 40% 8629751 3784837 48449  56%
19097 946052 421527 524 5% 1495001 786379 7086 4% 7264863 3367189 3BI7 4%
198 804925 341913 4630 8 2003252 1114743 8885  44% 8933245 31833 5758 &%
198 585880 314135 2717 464 18938H 1745715 1482 8% 10648437 4576414  &O70  57%
0 449987 171977 2790 629 1806393 1534939 2715  15% 12171790 6040428 6134 50%
Pounds in thousands

Table 3 COAR Pounds indicates the pounds reported sold on the Alaska Department of Fish & Game's Commercial Operator's
Annual Report. This report generates the wholesale value, product form and volume sold for the “first purchasc’ processors.

Qualitative Analysis of United States-Chile Free Trade Agreement

2001 was the most difficult season for the Alaska salmon industry in sometme. The
staggering increase of Chilean farmed salmon IMports brought unseemly low prices. In the
most dramatic cases, Atlantic salmon were reportedly hitting the US market at $.95/1b for
boneless/skinless fillets, Reports of $1.50/1b for fillers became routine throughout the
summer. The ex-vessel price for a pound of coho, withour any processing, was $.59 in 2000,

*Facrors that may change this aumber include matkets for secondary processors and reduction of toral pounds

from further pre essiny.
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High quality coho coming from a troller in Southeast Alaska is expecting at least $.90/1b for
their raw product. With low prices from farmed salmon, processors are rapidly losing US
markets to farmed salmon.

Processor Testimonials

The tollowing testimonials from Alaska processors concern the etfects of farmed salmon on
their US markets and other related topics. Processors are not identified here, although can
be provided with the application of confidentality rules.

Mid-size Southeast Alaska Processor — November 2001

“We have been reviewing some of the problems we have had from last season, one of the
concerns that we have is that we always had a window for fresh salmon sales, starting in
spring and early summer, we have watched those important fresh markets dry up because of
farmed salmon availability, and the delivered price that we have to compete with.

We developed fresh salmon markets for the late spring and early summer. We have had
grocery store chains on the west coast that we have always been able to count on for that
important fresh salmon orders. They have either cut back their orders or cancelled all

together.

Alaskan salmon is having a very difficult time in the market place, both domestic and export
markets scem to be enjoying a cheap supply of farmed salmon and other seafood products.
There is a desire to have Alaskan products, as long as we can supply as cheap as farmed
products that are being imported.

Alaskan Salmon is desired but not always accepred because of price differences in farmed
salmon and wild Alaskan salmon, Silver (cohos) were a very difficult sell because of price
comparisons, some markets show very little interest because of price differences. We already
sell salmon cheaper than they can be produced. New markets really [ don't think is the
answer or tor that matter a problem, as much as, how can we produce products as cheap as

farmed fish.

[ 'have to wonder if imported salmon are produced with all the strict guidelines and codes
ete. that we tollow, when you start looking at wage comparisons, insurance, and other labor
related issues I have to ask whether or not the we have a fair playing ficld with imported

competition.

Most of the time we can’t even begin to supply products without absorbing unacceptable

losses.”

Large Processor with operations in Southeast Alaska, Gulf of Alaska and Bristol Bay

November 2001
“Here s the short list that we can see from lost sales. The list 1s much larger.

* Leverocks - Southeast - Skinless/Boneless portions

* [celand Seatoods - Mid-Atantic - Skinless/Boneless pOTONS

*Winn-Dixie - Southeast - 100%, Fresh Adanrics, in the past 1O plus frozen H&G
* Charles Lewis - Southeast - FI&G

* Pathmark - Northeast - H&G
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* Sateway - Mid-Atlantic - H&G
* Giant - Mid-Atlantic - H&G

* King Soopers - Denver - H&G
* Kroger - Texas - H&G

* Dominicks - Chicago - H&G”

Mid-Size Processor from Cook Inlet, October. 2001

“We have received the death knoll of the salmon industry. At this point in time I could not
sell a coho salmon for a profit if the fishermen gave them to me for free because cheap
farmed salmon has flooded the market. I do not have the answer to our problem but unless
we find relief we are no longer in the wild salmon business. How can the Chileans produce
tor so much less than us?? I do not believe they can. They must be dumping.

[tis a well known fact that Farmed Chilean Coho and other farmed salmon is killing wild
Alaskan fish in the marketplace everywhere in the United States. In many cases I am hearing
ot farmed salmon at unbelievably low prices. Chilean Coho fillets were as low as $1.15 fob
Seattle. I could not produce a pin bone out Salmon Fillet landed in Seattle for that price even
it [did not pay a cent for the fish. These fish must be being dumped at below cost. It’s the
only thing that makes sense. Talk about impact. I turned fish away from the fishermen
because I could not handle their production at any price. We are being killed here by foreign
competition.

We cannot enter any new domestic salmon market because they are all buying farmed

salmon.”

Small Beistol Bay processor, December 2001

“Currently we are involved with a retailer that has moved from a high margin / low volume
strategy to a value oriented / high volume one. At this writing we are currently right in the
middle of losing market share as a result. It is clear that farmed salmon is extremely cheap,
and this strategy firs right in with anyone who is intcrested in moving large amounts of
volume at 2 low margin. We have found this in practically every market in America. With
loose labeling laws we do not have the convenience of distinguishing the farmed and wild
varictics to the pomnt that we would like. In fact, most retailers would preter that the average

consumer not know the difference between the two species.

With the proliteration of farmed Steethead, the pressure increases even more when trying to
ditferentate wild sockeye. In one case that I am familiar with the retailer was able to label
tarmed steclhead as wild sockeye! Currently many stores are substituting farmed sreelhead
because ot its dark red color. 1f it looks like sockeye, for half the price, and the consumer
can’t distinguish the difterence, there is a big opportunity for the retailer to increase their
margins. IN FACT MOST RETAILERS ARE NOT AWARE OF THE FACT THAT
THERE IS NO COMMERCIAL HARVEST OF WILD STEELHEAD IN THIS
COUNTRY. LET ALONE CONSUMERS!

This 1s perhaps the most ditticule component to marketing wild salmon in the United States
today. With the availability of farmed product, mosr retailers simply want to carry that single
varieny and not be bothered with wild product. Yes, we have been denied cntry to markers
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in the mid-west, Northeast and West Coast because of this development. It is the reality of
the market place and makes our job extremely difficult to carve out a niche.

Most retailers are enjoying the huge profit margins generated by cheap imports; “It’s a profit
pipeline, don’t step on it!” seems to be the mentality. One of our developing accounts in the
Northeast will not let us sell our product into their markets because they are importing
Scottish Salmon and simply don’t want wild variety primarily due to our inability to compete
on pricing. Again, they fear an uprising if their customers really knew how farmed salmon
was raised and the true environmental cost of bringing the product to market.”

Small, mobile processor, December 2001

{10 the question have you lost markets to Sarmed salmon?} “1 worked all winter on a project to
market my boneless red fillets to Costco. Thousands were spent on packaging. When I
finally got my meeting with Costco, the buyer informed me that they had just taken on a
Kirkland Brand farm salmon freezer case item, and they couldn't have 2 freezer case items of
salmon. Their product is from Canada.

{10 the question, have you found it defficult to enter any US market because of the availability of cheap
Sarmed salmon imports?} “Bashas in Arizona, Outback Steak house...... ahhhhbh, the list 1s too

long to list”

-\ diseussions of other problems and solutions Al sources for good R&D seemed to have dried
up, and so will Alaska's fisheries. The first to go will be the Western areas and the AYIC
The plague will move south and east until there is no one left standing. The only way to
change this ugly picture is for our State to make some smart moves and loosen some laws
and a little R&D money for guys like {name of businessmant. 1f the State doesn't pay it out for
R&D, it will pay it out for welfare. Build some roads, and airport or two, support new
technology, and we will beat out the farm guys. We have a product that will out sell them 50
to 1, but we have to learn how to harvest it right, process it right and tinally marker it
right.......... Start by supporting the Chignik proposal for a cooperative allocation.”

Mid-Size, Processor in Southeast, October/December. 2001

“This is huge issue { trade sanctions on Chile), with international trade implications for the
Federal government. I really would not know where to begin to describe my position. Of
course, from a gut and self preservation level, if we could increase the Chilean's producers
costs with a mri'ff, it could help the atling wild salmon industry, and I'd support it.

My guess, however, is that the salmon consuming public will get outraged when they are told
that instead of paying $1.50 per pound of salmon that they now have to pay $3.00 because
we need to protect Alaska's wild salmon industry. There could even be a huge backlash
against our "wild Salmon" especially since most people don’t know that there is a wild vs.

farmed salon issue. It means little to them.

Also, many people have joined the pool of salmon consumers as a result of the low low
prices we see today, and they did so because they felt rhey could atford it. Salmon
consumption has doubled in the US in the past few vears, and a lot of this can be attributed
to the Chilean farmed salmon imports.
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I teel it1s our duty as a State to increase our educational campaign to consumers and make
them aware of the value and benefits of consuming Alaskan salmon. ASMI does this, but is
very limited in its impact due to its budget. It will take a lot of money accomplish this
education in the US, and I really feel that it is time for the State to get back into the funding
ot ASMI's marketing programs and allocate some funds to do this.”

1 used to sell a lot of unsliced cold smoked salon to the cruise ship companies coming into
Alaska. T developed that market in the early 80's and about 1993, I lost it because I could
not compete with the low prices being offered to them for smoked salmon of farmed origin.
To put prices in perspective, in 1984 I sold unsliced cold smoked sides of Coho for $7-$8
per pound on larger volumes. Today, I can't get thar business at $6.00/1b quotes, and my
costs have done nothing but go up since 1984. Basically in the smoked business, the price
difference between farmed and wild has magnitied (grown even broader) than in the
tresh/frozen business.

[fit 15 hard to compete on the fresh/frozen market, it is even harder as you add more value
to the product and compete. That price differential magnifies as more value is added.
Relatively speaking, it is easier to compete with fresh/frozen salmon than with smoked or
portioned salmon against the farmed salmon.

Everyone is always willing to discuss using our wild salmon instead of farmed, but they want
itat a cheaper price than what they are currently paying. This is because we cannot deliver
fresh everyday, and often, the recovery from wild salmon is lower than for tarmed, so you
can’t blame their reasoning. Yet, we all know the costs for putting wild Alaskan salmon onto
the market s higher than the cost for farmed salmon....it's really a joke, and it's nationwide,

not region specific.”

Mid-Size Processor in Cook Inlet, November 2001

“There is no question in my mind that we, in the Alaska wild fishery, have been severely
impacted by the dramatic increase in farmed salmon imports into both the U.S. and Japanese
markets. Even thought T am not an expert on the pricing and costs of raising farmed
salmon, T don’t’ think it takes much of a mind to see that the farmed operarions are dumping
in the US and other countries of the world in order to gain market share and to squeeze the
wild tish producers completely out. We are an casy target because of our inefficiencies and
inconsistencies in production. I firmly believe, however, that the Alaska salmon industry can
survive it we can find ways to adapt, value-add and to become much more cost etfective in
our production facilities. As a precursor to industry change, however, we need to instill the
will to survive in our U.S. Trade Representatives minds and the minds of our State officials.
The farmed operations didn’t get to their size by just scizing the moment and deciding o be
a presence in the world-wide salmon arena. Officials in Chile, Norway, Scotland, Ireland
and Canada saw trernendous opportunities in the salmon industry and helped in planning
and tunding their tledgling industries in order ro grow. The outcome ot those plans and
financing is now bearing the fruit of jobs, income growth and civic pride. We can do the
same in Alaska but we are going to need a lot of help in order o get back on our feet in
terms ot cooperation between the tishers, processor, State of Alaska and U.S. officials. A
big rask cerrainly, but not an impossibility.”
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Small Processor in Southeast, December 2001

We are a small Alaskan seafood processor that has spent the last several years retooling our
operations to become more efficient, cost effective and therefore more able to meet the
challenges due to the advent of farmed salmon.

Despite our marketing effort of “wild” and MSC (Marine Stewardship Council) certifed
sustainable salmon. We are always combating the “cheap” price of imported farmed salmon.
For example, we typically pay our hook and line fishermen 3.70 to $1.10 per pound for troll
caught Coho Salmon. If we turn this salmon into fillets we will yield a 62% recovery from a
dressed head on salmon. The cost of material before labor, transportation, packaging or any
overhead costs is $1.12 to $1.77 in raw material alone!

Fhave had customers tell me that they can get fresh farmed Coho Salmon fillets for less than
$1.60 L.B. FOB Miami. In order to compete with the Chileans we would have to pay
American fishermen less than .251b to just break even for frozen. If we sold it fresh, we
would need American fishermen to pay us a dime for every pound of filleted salmon we

sold!

Our value added facility sells smoked Coho salmon sides, portions and pieces. Now, even
tarmed Coho is moving our product off the shelves with prices that are unrealistic to
compete. We only hang on to those stores that “must” carry our more expensive Coho
because it is wild. However, this a minority and our market is thus limited. Our margins are
not good.

The Chileans are dumping infected fish thar will dic if they do not immediately get rid of
them. This onslaught of diseased fish (although safe for human consumption) Is one reason
why salmon farm dumping disrupts the precarious supply and demand for the American
market for salmon. Since there essentially is no market or tishery for “Wild” Adantic
salmon, Alaskans were able to differentiate our species trom previous forms of farmed
salmon. Now that the Chileans have concentrated on growing and marketing “Coho”
salmon it has virtually made our “WILD AND NATURAL” market disappear.”

Large Processor with operations in Southeast, Alaska Peninsula Bristol Bay, December 2001
We have lost some signiticant business ro Chilean imported salmon. We had been selling to
several ethnic restaurant groups who specialize in butfet-style presentation. Total annual
tonnage was about 350,000 lbs to two of these. That business has now been taken over by

Chilean product.

We believe that this may be onlv one of 4 number of similar cases. Often umes our
customers are reluctant to stace exactly why they are eliminating or cutting back on
programs. So we are left with suspicions but ditficult to confirm. In the case of these ethnic
resraurants we know with certainty why we lost the business.

Page 17



State ot Alaska Comments on US-Chile Free Trade Agreement: Investigarion 332-434
Submitted to the United States International Trade Commission December 12,2001

Other business affected by Chilean imports:

1) Reprocessing business - our sales have remained stagnant while our customers tell us that
they are selling more and more Chilean fillets and portions. Unquantified amount but we are
not getting out share of the growth of that business.

2) Exporter - One of our largest USA customers exports our fillets to European smokers.
This business has begun to shrink. Customer says that our markets are being taken away by
Atlantics from Chile.

3) Reprocessor - One large customer for minced salmon is now buying less wild and more
Chilean products and them mixing them. Unquantified amount but in the range of 500,000
pounds.”

Coastal Communities of Alaska

Experiences of processors are invaluable ro understand the current situation. The brutal
market realities faced by processors are having devastating effects on coastal economies of
Alaska, particularly where the vast majority of fishing activity is centered around salmon. In
2001, there were several labor disputes that included two prolonged harvester strikes. The
strikes, which occurred in the Alaska Peninsula and Chignik fisheries, were over low prices
ottered by processors. Millions of dollars were lost in both of these fisheries.

Perhaps the greatest demonstration of economic disaster occurred in Bristol Bay. Bristol
Bay has the most abundant run of sockeye salmon in the world. This summer the price
offered to harvesters fell from $.65/1b in 2000 to $.40/1b. At that price, even vessels that
harvested above average quantities of fish were unable to breakeven, For harvesters who
come to Bristol Bay from beyond the region, it meant not having enough money to even pay
tor the airfare to and from the Bay. However, for region residents, many of whom rely on
the fishery for their sole income, it meant no money to pay tor heating fucl, food and
supplics for the winter months.

Solutions to the Crisis

The despair demonstrated in this document does not signal the end of Alaska’s wild salmon
industry. The State of Alaska is committed to assisting this industry to find ways to compete
in this globalized, dynamic sector of the market. The industry has its own inefficiencies that
are and will continue to be addressed in the coming years. These areas are gencrally
recognized as over capitalization, inconsistent product quality, poor market diversification,
aging product lines and capacity, high freight and other input costs, and lack of capital. This
industry is working to solve its problems, but to do so successtully, it must find a level of
reliet from this alarming level of inexpensive imports from Chile. The rate of increase is t0o
tast to adapt in a timely manner and some assistance at the federal level IS necessary.

Conclusion

This fall, Governor Tony Knowles declared Western Alaska an cconomice disaster due to the
collapse ot the price of salmon. While aid agencies work to mitigate the damage of these
collapsing economies, there is only so much that can be done. For this indusery and
dependent cconomics to survive, tremendous e ffort will need to occur within che induscry
and in the marketplace. The proposed tree trade agreement between Chile and the United

States does not acknowledge the crisis within the Alaska salmon industry. In revicwing

—_—
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material from the US Trade Representative, there appears to be no acknowledgement of the
dilemma. While the State of Alaska does not know if the USITC will have an impact on the
FTA, itis clear that the federal government has a compelling interest and obligation to assist

thts industry.

Contributors
Chris McDowell, McDowell Group, chrsmedowell@medowellgroup.net, 907-586-6127

Tom Gemmell, United Fishermen of Alaska, ufﬂ(dmfmﬁsh.(n'g, 907-586-2820

Scott McAllister, United Salmon Association, scooski@aol.com, 907-463-5831

Glenn Haight, Alaska Department of Community & Economic Development,
glenn _haight@dced.state.ak.us, 907-465-5464
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Attachment |
Updated 1997 — 2002 Alaska Salmon Exvessel prices from Commercial Operator’s Annual Reports

Source: Sheila Martin, Alaska Department of Fish and Game —(907) 465-6131.

State i /4‘/3/0?95 ~ s /ijz, (used for pg»f}#an THem # 5’)

ﬂeﬁ"anq, Ade/q?lj - g/l?h'fb /A?ZS

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title: Statewide Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002

For: Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw UCIDA

Contact: Sheita Martin; 907-465-6131; sheila*martin@ﬁshgame.stateAak,us,

Data Source: COAR Database: Run 08/28/03
Year |  Area | Species [ Average Exvessel $/lb
1997 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.59
1998 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.28
1999 Statewide  salmon, chinook $2.30
2000 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.95
2001 Statewide  salmon, chincok $1.71
2002 Statewide  salmon, chinook $1.30
1897 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.25
1998 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.19
1999 Statewide - salmon, chum %021
2000 Statewide  salmon, chum $0 27
2001 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.34
2002 Statewide  salmon, chum $0.18
1997 Statewide  salmon, coho 3078
1998 Statewide  salmon, coho $0.57
1999 Statewide  salmon, coho 30.83
2000 Statewide  salmon, coho $0.56
2001 Statewide  salmon, coho $0.48
2002 Statewide  salmon, coho $0.35
1997 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.15
1998 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.16
1999 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.16
2000 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.15
200t Statewide  salmon, pink $0.13
2002 Statewide  salmon, pink $0.10
1997 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $0.98
1998 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $1.23
1999 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $1.02
2000 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $0.79
2001 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $0.58
2002 Statewide  salmon, sockeye $0 61
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title: Southeast Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002

For: Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw UCIDA

Contact: Sheila Martin; 907-465-6131; sheila_martin@fishgame.state.ak.us

Data Source: COAR Database; Run 08/28/03
Year | Area | Species  [Average Exvessel $/Ib
1997 Southeast salmon, chinook ~— $1.64
1998 Southeast salmon, chinook $1.15
1999 Southeast salmon, chinook $1.65
2000 Southeast salmon, chinook $1.97
2001 Southeast salmon, chinook $1.69
2002 Southeast salmon, chinook $1.13
1997 Southeast salmon, chum $0.25
1998 Southeast salmon, chum $0.18
1999 Southeast salmon, chum $0.21
2000 Southeast salmon, chum $0.29
2001 Southeast salmon, chum $0.39
2002 Southeast salmon, chum $0.22
1997 Southeast salmon, coho $0.99
1998 - -Southeast  salmomn coho T $%0.67
1999 Southeast salmon, coho $0.97
2000 Southeast salmon, coho $0.78
2001 Southeast - saimon, coho $0.63
2002 Southeast salmon, coho $0.42
1997 Southeast salmon, pink $0.16
1998 Southeast salmon, pink 30.18
1999 Southeast salmon, pink $0.17
2000 Southeast salmon, pink $0.18
2001 Southeast salmon, pink $0.14
2002 Southeast salmon, pink $0.09
1997 Southeast salmon, sockeye $1.21
1998 Southeast salmon, sockeye $1.36
1999 Southeast salmon, sockeye $1.13
2000 Southeast salmon, sockeye $0.90
2001 Southeast salmon, sockeye $0.86
2002 Southeast salmon, sockeye $0.74
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title:
For:
Contact:

Prince William Sound Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002
Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw UCIDA
Sheila Martin; 907-465-6131; sheila_martin@fishgame.state.ak.us
Data Source: COAR Database; Run 08/28/03

Year

[ Area

| Species

| Average Exvessel $/lb

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound
Prince William Sound

salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chum
salmon, chum
salmon, chum
salmon, chum
salmon, chum
salmon, chum
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
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$2.01
$2.43
$4.20
$3.84
$3.71
$3.51
$0.32
$0.35
$0.26
$0.26
$0.40
$0.16
$0.58
$0.57
$0.58
$0.47
$0.31
$0.36
$0.14
$0.16
$0.14
$0.15
$0.14
$0.12
$0.96
$1.49
$1.69
$1.40
$1.11
$1.13



Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title: Cook Inlet Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002

For: Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw UCIDA

Contact: Sheila Martin; 907-465-6131; sheila_martin@fishgame.state.ak.us

Data Source: COAR Database; Run 08/28/03
Year | Area |  Species | Average Exvessel $/Ib
1997 Cook Inlet salmon, chinook $0.98
1998 Cook Inlet salmon, chinook $1.09
1999 Cook Inlet salmon, chinook $1.19
2000 Cook Inlet salmon, chinook $1.21
2001 Cook Injet salmon, chinook $1.09
2002 Cook Inlet salmon, chinook $1.15
1997 Cook Inlet salmon, chum $0.21
1998 Cook Iniet salmon, chum $0.19
1999 Cook Inlet salmon, chum $0.18
2000 Cook Inlet salmon, chum $0.23
2001 Cook Inlet salmon, chum $0.29
2002 Cook Inlet salmon, chum $0.14
1997 Cook Inlet salmon, coho $0.40
1998 Cook Inlet salmon, coho $0.43
1999 Cook Inlet salmon, coho $0.45
2000 Cook Inlet salmon, coho $0.46
2001 Cook Inlet salmon, coho $0.30
2002 Cook Inlet salmon, coho $0.22
1997 Cook Inlet salmon, pink $0.14
1998 Cook Infet salmon, pink $0.15
1999 Cook Intet salmon, pink 30.16
2000 Cook Inlet salmon, pink - - - $0.14
2001 Cook Inlet salmon, pink $0.13
2002 Cook Inlet salmon, pink $0.07
1997 Cook Inlet salmon, sockeye $1.16
1998 Cook Inlet salmon, sockeye $1.08
1999 Cook Inlet salmon, sockeye $1.33
2000 Cook Inlet salmon, sockeye 30.88
2001 Cook Inlet salmon, sockeye $0.65

2002 Cook Inlet salmon, sockeye $0.56



Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title: Kodiak Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002

For: Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw UCIDA

Contact: Sheila Martin; 907-465-6131; sheila_martin@fishgame.state.ak.ug

Data Source: COAR Database: Run 08/28/03
Year | Area |  Species | Average Exvessel $/Ib
1997 Kodiak salmon, chinook $0.64
1998 Kodiak salmon, chinook $0.71
1999 Kodiak salmon, chinook $0.68
2000 Kodiak salmon, chinook $0.66
2001 Kodiak salmon, chinook $0.72
2002 Kodiak salmon, chinook $0.37
1997 Kodiak salmon, chum $0.19
1998 Kodiak salmon, chum $0.19
1999 Kodiak salmon, chum $0.19
2000 Kodiak salmon, chum $0.22
2001 Kodiak salmon, chum $0.32
2002 Kodiak salmon, chum $0.16
1997 Kodiak salmon, coho $0.56
1998 Kodiak salmon, coho $0.37
1999 Kodiak salmon, coho $0.41
2000 Kodiak salmon, coho $0.49
2001 Kodiak salmon, coho $0.24
2002 Kodiak salmon, coho $0.18
1997 Kodiak salmon, pink $0.15
1998 Kodiak salmon, pink $0.15
1999 Kodiak salmon, pink $0.14
2000 Kodiak salmon, pink $0.14
2001 Kodiak salmon, pink $0.12
2002 Kodiak salmon, pink $0.08
1997 Kodiak salmon, sockeye $0.96
1998 Kodiak salmon, sockeye $1.19
1999 Kodiak salmon, sockeye $1.08
2000 Kodiak salmon, sockeye $0.89
2001 Kodiak salmon, sockeye $0.70
2002 Kodiak salmon, sockeye $0.62
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title:
For:
Contact:

Alaska Peninsula Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002

Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw UCIDA

Sheila Martin; 907-465-6131; sheila_martin@fishgame.state.ak.us
Data Source: COAR Database; Run 08/28/03"

Year

[

Area

|  Species

| Average Exvessel $/ib

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

Alaska Peninsula

"~ Aiaska Peninsula

Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Ataska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula
Alaska Peninsula

* = Confidential data

salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chinook
salmon, chum
salmon, chum
salmon, chum
salmon, chum

salmon, chum - -

salmon, chum
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, coho
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, pink
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
salmon, sockeye
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$0.47
$0.51
$0.46
$0.47
$0.27

$0.11
$0.14
$0.12
$0.12
$0.12

$0.44
$0.32
$0.30
$0.27
$0.17

$0.11
$0.15
30.14
$0.13
$0.11

$0.96
$1.21
$1.17
$0.91
$0.54




Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries

Title:
For:
Contact;

Bristol Bay Average Exvessel Salmon Prices 1997-2002
Mark Vinsel, UFA & Roland Maw UCIDA
Sheila Martin; 907-465-6131: sheila_martin@fishgame.state.ak.us

Data Sourc COAR Database; Run 08/28/03

Year Area Species Average Exvessel $/Ib
1997 Bristol Bay salmon, chinook $0.52
1998 Bristol Bay salmon, chinook $0.62
1999 Bristol Bay salmon, chinook $0.53
2000 Bristol Bay salmon, chinook $0.46
2001 Bristol Bay salmon, chinook $0.31
2002 Bristol Bay salmon, chinook $0.33
1997 Bristol Bay salmon, chum $0.10
1998 Bristol Bay salmon, chum $0.10
1999 Bristol Bay salmon, chum $0.10
2000 Bristol Bay salmon, chum $0.09
2001 Bristol Bay salmon, chum $0.11
2002- - - Bristol Bay - - - salmon, chum $0.09
1997 Bristol Bay salmon, coho $0.50
1998 Bristol Bay salmon, coho $0.48
1999 Bristol Bay salmon, coho $0.72
2000 Bristol Bay salmon, coho $0.41
2001 Bristol Bay salmon, coho $0.33
2002 Bristol Bay salmon, coho *

1997 Bristol Bay salmon, pink $0.07
1998 Bristol Bay salmon, pink $0.08
1999 Bristol Bay salmon, pink $0.09
2000 Bristol Bay salmon, pink $0.08
2001 Bristol Bay salmon, pink $0.09
2002 Bristol Bay salmon, pink $0.06
1997 Bristol Bay salmon, sockeye $0.90
1998 Bristol Bay salmon, sockeye $1.22
1999 Bristo! Bay salmon, sockeye $0.84
2000 Bristol Bay salmon, sockeye $0.67
2001 Bristol Bay salmon, sockeye 3$0.42
2002 Bristol Bay salmon, sockeye $0.49

* = Confidential data
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Attachment J - Sample Fish Ticket

DISTRIBUTION PLACE WRAPAROUND COVER UNDER GOLDENROD COPY
WHITE - PURCHASER PINK - SELLER
YELLOW - FISH & GAME GOLDENROD - PURCHASER
PURCHASER DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
SALMON TICKET

201016177

Vessel Name
DO NOT WRITE
Lehery y, IN THIS SPACE

Name

Permt ADF&
ﬁumbetl ‘__N_o__»
Roe Codes] 403 - Coho
401 - King 404 - Pink
¢ Date 402 - Sockeye 405 - Chum

Proc. Caugnt [ }

Code R
Date

Landed | STAT.CHARTNO. | %

Company,

Area Caught

t SHOW NEAREST BAY OR HEADLAND STAT. CHART NO. } %

SPECIES |CODE| NUMSER CF FISH 0. OF POUND PR
KINGS 410

REDS 420

COHOS | 430

PINKS 440

CHUMS | 450

SALMON
ROE
SALMON

__ROE

CHAR 520

STEELHEAD [ 540

WHITEFISH | 580

Sub-Totat

Less Saimon Enhancement Tax @

Less Salmon Marketing Tax @ 1%

NOT SOLD/PERSONAL USE-95 NOT SOLD/PERSONAL USE-95

SPECIES NUMBER SPECIES

TOTAL

Fish
Cash Advance _ — Recaved by —
FISH DELIVERED HEREBY WERE CAUGHT IN COMPLIANCE WITH STATE LICENSING LAWS AND STA
AND REGULATIONS

delvery

T TS
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